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Applicant Heatcon Inc. (Heatcon) appeals from the Examining Attorney’s final 

refusal to register Heatcon’s mark — a specific, three-dimensional arrangement of the 

HCS9200B Composite Repair Set’s user-interface components.  The Examining 

Attorney asserts that Heatcon’s specific arrangement of the user-interface components 

is a functional feature of the goods under Trademark Act Sections 2 and 23. 

Heatcon also appeals the Examining Attorney’s final refusal to allow the drawing 

of Heatcon’s mark.  The Examining Attorney asserts that the drawing is not accurate 

under 37 C.F.R. §2.52(b)(4). 

Heatcon respectfully asserts that the Examining Attorney has not established a 

prima facie case that Heatcon’s specific, three-dimensional arrangement of the 

user-interface components is a functional feature of equipment for controlling and 

recording the application of heat and pressure in a process for repairing and/or 

fabricating bonded composite materials.  Moreover, Heatcon respectfully asserts that 

evidence used by the Examining Attorney actually demonstrates that Heatcon’s specific, 

three-dimensional arrangement of the user-interface components is not a functional 

feature of the equipment.  Heatcon also respectfully asserts that the drawing of the 

mark as amended in Heatcon’s response filed 5 January 2012 is accurate. 

Thus, Heatcon’s mark should be registered on either the Principal Register or the 

Supplemental Register.   

Before addressing the Examining Attorney’s assertions I would like to make clear 

the mark that Heatcon seeks to register.  The mark is the specific, three-dimensional 

arrangement, as a whole, of the user-interface components for the HCS9200B 
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Composite Repair Set.  Below is the drawing of the mark, as amended by Heatcon in its 

5 January 2012 response, and the description of the mark. 

 

The mark consists of a three-dimensional configuration of the 
arrangement of the HCS9200B Composite Repair Set’s (Hot Bonder’s) 
user interface components featuring a display panel located in the middle 
of the top half of the interface, an output power LED indicator left of the 
display panel, another output power LED indicator right of the display 
panel, an input power receptacle left of the display panel, another input 
power receptacle right of the display panel, an output power receptacle left 
of the display panel, another output power receptacle right of the display 
panel, an air input port left of the display panel, an electric vacuum pump 
power receptacle right of the display panel, a vacuum out port left of the 
display panel, another vacuum out port right of the display panel, a 
vacuum monitor port left of the display panel, another vacuum monitor port 
right of the display panel, a set of ten thermocouple jacks left of the 
display panel and below the vacuum ports, another set of ten 
thermocouple jacks right of the display panel and below the vacuum ports, 
a power switch below the display panel, an alarm also below the display 
panel and right of the power switch, a vacuum control regulator below the 
thermocouple jacks left of the display panel, another vacuum control 
regulator below the thermocouple jacks right of the display panel, a circuit 
breaker switch below the vacuum control regulator left of the display 
panel, another circuit breaker switch below the vacuum control regulator 
right of the display panel, a keypad below the power switch and alarm, a 
printer exit left of the keypad, another printer exit right of the keypad, and 
the face plate that these components are located on.  The broken lines 
depicting the case, handle and latches indicate placement of the mark on 
the goods and are not part of the mark. 
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Thus, the mark that Heatcon seeks to register on either the Principal Register or 

the Supplemental Register is the specific arrangement of the user-interface 

components, as a whole, for the HCS9200B Composite Repair Set; not the specific, 

individual configuration of each of the user-interface’s components (e.g. the display 

panel, vacuum ports and thermocouple jacks).  Each of the specific, individual 

component configurations is one of many elements that together make the whole 

user-interface.  Thus, the configuration of each of the specific, individual components of 

the user-interface is just one of many elements of Heatcon’s mark. 

 

 

LAW 

Section (e)(5) of 15 U.S.C. §1052 states that, “No trademark by which the goods 

of the applicant may be distinguished from the goods of others shall be refused 

registration on the principal register on account of its nature unless it consists of a mark 

which comprises any matter that, as a whole [emphasis added], is functional.”  And 

section (c) of 15 U.S.C. §1091 states that, “For the purposes of registration on the 

supplemental register, a mark may consist of any trademark, symbol, label, package, 

configuration of goods [emphasis added], name, word, slogan, phrase, surname, 

geographical name, numeral, device, any matter that as a whole [emphasis added] is 

not functional, or any combination of any of the foregoing, but such mark must be 

capable of distinguishing the applicant’s goods or services. 

The U.S. Supreme Court has explained that, “in general terms a product 

[emphasis added] feature is functional and cannot serve as a trademark, if it [the 
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product feature] is essential to the use or purpose of the article or if it [the product 

feature] affects the cost or quality of the article” Qualitex, Co. v. Jacobson Prods. Co., 

514 U.S. 159, 165 (1995).  Although TMEP §1202.02(a) uses Qualitex to define the 

term functional in the trade dress context, the statement found in TMEP §1202.02(a) is 

a little misleading.  TMEP §1202.02(a) states that, “In general terms, trade dress is 

functional, and cannot serve as a trademark, if a feature of that trade dress ‘is essential 

to the use or purpose of the article or if it affects the cost or quality of the article’”.  

Because the TMEP replaces the second occurrence of “product” with “trade dress”, one 

can reasonably interpret “a feature of that trade dress” to mean an element, component 

or portion of the trade dress, and thus conclude that a product feature is functional if an 

element, component or portion of the product feature is essential to the use or purpose 

of the product or if it affects the cost or quality of the product.  Such a conclusion, 

however, contradicts 15 U.S.C. §§1052(3)(5) and 1091(c), which require that the mark 

(product feature), as a whole, be considered, not the mark’s (product feature’s) 

elements, components or portions, individually. 

To help determine whether or not a product feature is functional, one normally 

considers the following four factors know as the Morton-Norwich factors. 

1) the existence of a utility patent that discloses the utilitarian advantages of 

the design sought to be registered; 

2) advertising by the applicant that touts the utilitarian advantages of the 

design;  

3)  facts pertaining to the availability of alternative designs; and 
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4) facts pertaining to whether the design results from a comparatively simple 

or inexpensive method of manufacture. 

In re Morton-Norwich Prods., Inc., 671 F.2d 1332 (C.C.P.A. 1982).  TMEP 

§1202.02(a)(v). 

 

 

ARGUMENT 

 
I. The Examining Attorney fails to show that the three-dimensional configuration 

of the arrangement as a whole of the user-interface components is functional 

When a mark is refused registration on functionality grounds, the Examining 

Attorney must establish a prima facie case that the mark sought to be registered is 

functional, at which point the Applicant can overcome the refusal by presenting 

evidence that rebuts the Examining Attorney’s prima facie case.  TMEP §1202.02(a)(iv).  

Here, the Examining Attorney refused to register Heatcon’s mark on grounds of 

functionality because each of the elements or components (e.g. the display panel, 

vacuum ports and thermocouple jacks) of the whole, specific arrangement of the 

user-interface components is functional.  However, the existence of functional elements 

or components in the specific arrangement does not establish functionality of the 

specific arrangement, as a whole.  As the proper application of the Morton-Norwich 

factors show, the Examining Attorney has failed to establish a prima facie case that 

Heatcon’s mark is functional.  Moreover, the evidence on record shows that Heatcon’s 

mark is not functional. 
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A. The Functionality Doctrine 

The functionality doctrine prevents trademark law from inhibiting legitimate 

competition by not allowing a producer to claim a useful or functional feature of a 

product as his/her trademark and thereby prevent others from using the useful or 

functional feature in their product.  A [product] feature is functional if it is “essential to 

the use or purpose of the [product] or when it affects the cost or quality of the [product].”  

TrafFix Devices, Inc. v. Mktg. Displays, Inc., 532 U.S. 23, 33 (2001); see also TMEP 

§1202.02(a)(iii)(A).  A trademark may include one or more features of a product, and 

may be protected as a trademark if doing so does not provide the owner of the 

trademark or producer of the product the ability to prevent competitors from using the 

product feature on the competitor’s product.  Indeed, it is settled that even if one or 

more individual elements of an applied-for mark includes a functional feature of a 

product, the overall aggregation, relationship and arrangement of the elements that 

comprise the mark can be non-functional.  “When the thing claimed as trade dress or a 

trademark consists of a combination of individual design features, then it is the 

functionality of the overall combination that controls.  Thus, an overall design 

combination of individually functional items is protectable because while the pieces are 

individually functional, this particular combination of those pieces is not functional.”  

McCarthy On Trademarks and Unfair Competition § 7:76 (2010); KeyStone Retaining 

Wall Sys., Inc. v. Westrock, Inc., 997 F.2d 1444, 1449 (Fed. Cir. 1993) (regarding 

functionality, jury received appropriate instruction to “consider the [trade dress] design 

as a whole and [ ] not focus on isolated elements of the design”; holding that the Ninth 

Circuit in Fuddruckers, Inc. v. Doc’s B.R. Others, Inc., 826 F.2d 837, 842 (9th Cir. 
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1987), was correct in stating that the proper inquiry is “whether the whole collection of 

elements taken together are functional”); In re Chesebrough-Pond’s, Inc., 224 USPQ 

967, 968 (TTAB 1984) (where all individual aspects are functional, the “overall 

composite design” can be nonfunctional). 

In In re Honeywell Inc., 8 USPQ2d 1600 (TTAB 1988), for example, the Board 

held that a product configuration mark was not functional despite the fact that it included 

some functional elements, because competitors did not need to use the particular 

combination of elements claimed by the applicant.  Finding no “evidence of use by 

competitors . . . for so many years, despite applicant’s apparent lack of any patent and 

trademark protection for it,” the Board concluded that “the number of alternative designs 

available to competitors, although limited, is sufficient for this product.” Id. at 1604.  

Similarly, in Cartier, Inc. v. Four Star Jewelry Creations, Inc., 348 F. Supp. 2d 217 

(S.D.N.Y. 2004), the evidence showed that a “bar on manufacturing a watch with a 

combination of features composing Cartier’s trade dress as a whole would not seriously 

limit [the] options [of] a watch designer,” which, the court held, “further substantiates the 

view that the designs are nonfunctional.”  Id. at 225; see also, e.g., Restatement (Third) 

Unfair Competition § 17, cmt. b (1995) (“The fact that the overall design or combination 

contains individual features that are themselves functional does not preclude protection 

for the composite. . . . Protection of the overall design, however, will not preclude others 

from adopting the functional constituents.”). 
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B. There is No Evidence That Protection for Heatcon’s Mark Will 
Disadvantage Competitors 

 

The particular arrangement of user-interface components comprising Heatcon’s 

mark is not necessary to the function of each of the individual components in a 

composite-repair set (hot bonder), and not necessary to the function of a hot bonder, as 

a whole.  A hot bonder is a piece of equipment used to control the application of heat 

and vacuum of a repair made to a composite material.  Heatcon’s mark, as shown and 

described above (pp. 3 – 4), is merely one of a virtually infinite number of ways to 

arrange user-interface components for a hot bonder.  As the third party designs 

proffered by the Examining Attorney show, there are many other ways to arrange 

user-interface components for a hot bonder.  Exhibit 1, pp. 1–33.  As demonstrated by 

the evidence of third-party designs for hot bonders in the record, it is clear that a 

prohibition on the copying of the Heatcon’s particular arrangement, as a whole, of 

user-interface components would not limit others’ abilities to manufacture or sell hot 

bonders.  Thus, trademark protection for that particular arrangement, as a whole, of 

user-interface components will not allow Heatcon to prevent competitors from selling hot 

bonders.   

 

C. Application of the Morton-Norwich Factors Confirms That Heatcon’s 
Mark is Non-Functional 

 

In addition to the foregoing principles, functionality is determined by the 

application of the factors set forth in In re Morton-Norwich Prods., Inc., 671 F.2d 1332, 

1340–41 (C.C.P.A. 1982): 
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(1) the existence of a utility patent disclosing the utilitarian advantages of 

the design; 

(2) advertising materials in which the originator of the design touts the 

design’s utilitarian advantages; 

(3) the availability to competitors of functionally equivalent designs; and 

(4) facts indicating that the design results in a comparatively simple or 

cheap method of manufacturing the product. 

Here, each factor fails to suggest that Heatcon’s mark is functional.   

 

 

1. No Utility Patent Covers Heatcon’s Mark 

To determine the relevance of a utility patent under the Morton-Norwich test, “[i]t 

is important to read the patent to determine whether the patent actually claims 

[emphasis added] the features presented in the proposed mark. . . . If it does not, . . . 

then the probative value of the patent as evidence of functionality is substantially 

diminished or negated entirely [emphasis added].”  TMEP §1202.02(a)(v)(A); accord 

TrafFix, 532 U.S. at 34 (whether a product’s features “are functional by reason of their 

inclusion in the claims” of a utility patent is guided by whether the feature “serve[s] a 

purpose within the terms of the utility patent” or is “a useful part of the invention”); In Re 

UDOR U.S.A., Inc., 89 USPQ2d 1978, 1982 (TTAB 2009) (existence of a utility patent 

did not weigh in favor of functionality where Examining Attorney did not “demonstrate 

convincingly” that the design had “inherent utilitarian value based upon the claims of the 

patented technology”; the design features did not “serve a function within the terms of 
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the utility patent, and [were] not shown as useful parts of the claimed invention”); In Re 

Zippo Mfg. Co., 50 USPQ2d 1852, 1853–54 (TTAB 1999) (utility patent not probative 

where the design depicted in the patent was “different from the configuration applicant 

seeks to register”); In Re Weber-Stephen Prods. Co., 3 USPQ2d 1659, 1664 (TTAB 

1987) (utility patent did not bar registration where “nothing in the patent discloses any 

utilitarian advantages of this particular design”). 

The Examining Attorney uses U.S. Patent 6,976,519 issued to Bivens (Bivens) to 

suggest that Heatcon’s mark is functional.  Specifically, the Examining Attorney asserts 

in her Final Office Action that “like [Heatcon’s] interface, the patent registrant’s goods 

incorporate vacuum ports, thermocouple connectors, vacuum pump, sensors and video 

display” and in support recites claim 20 of Bivens.  Claim 20 is shown below: 

20. A portable curing system comprising, in combination: 

a carrying case; 

a controller located within the carrying case and having 
a microprocessor; 

a vacuum pump located within the case and having at 
least two vacuum ports for connection of vacuum 
lines; 

at least two vacuum sensor connectors located within 
the carrying case for receiving leads of vacuum 
sensors; 

at least two heater connectors located within the 
carrying case for receiving leads of electrical 
heaters; 

at least two temperature sensor connectors located 
within the carrying case for receiving leads of 
thermocouples; 

wherein the controller is operably connected to the 
vacuum pump, the vacuum sensor connectors, the 
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heater connectors, and the temperature sensor 
connectors; 

a touch-screen video display mounted within the 
carrying case and operably connected to the 
controller to display information from the controller 
and input information to the controller; and 

wherein the video display is pivotable between a 
stowed position and a viewing position.  

 

Heatcon’s mark is the specific arrangement, as a whole, of the user-interface 

components for the HCS9200B hot bonder; not any arrangement of specific 

components within a portable curing system.  Bivens’ Claim 20 (and each of the 

remaining claims 1 – 19) does not claim a specific arrangement, as a whole, of the 

portable curing system’s user interface.  Bivens’ claim 20 simply claims a system that 

includes a carrying case with each of the user-interface components — vacuum sensor 

connectors, heater connectors, temperature sensor connectors, and a touch-screen 

video display — located within the carrying case.  Bivens’ claim 20 is silent on how 

these components are arranged to form a user-interface for the portable curing system.  

Furthermore, in Bivens’ specification, Bivens does not discuss a particular arrangement 

for the user-interface components; Bivens simply shows in figures 1 and 2 one possible 

arrangement of a virtually infinite number of possible arrangements. 

Thus, Bivens has no probative value as to whether or not the specific 

arrangement, as a whole, of the user-interface components for Heatcon’s HCS9200B 

hot bonder is functional.  Because of this, this Morton-Norwich factor does not suggest 

that Heatcon’s mark is functional.  
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2. Heatcon Has Not Promoted Any Utilitarian Advantages of Heatcon’s Mark 

Heatcon has not promoted the specific arrangement, as a whole, of the 

user-interface components for the HCS9200B hot bonder as having utilitarian 

advantages.  In two Final Office Actions, one dated 21 September 2012 and the other 

dated 28 July 2014, the Examining Attorney asserts that Heatcon has touted utilitarian 

advantages of the specific arrangement, as a whole, of the user-interface components 

for the HCS9200B hot bonder.  To support this assertion, the Examining Attorney shows 

a portion of Heatcon’s website and other third party websites that discuss the hot 

bonder.  But, neither the discussion of the hot bonder on Heatcon’s web site, nor the 

discussion of the hot bonder on third party websites, touts utilitarian advantages of the 

specific arrangement, as a whole, of the user interface components for the HCS9200B 

hot bonder. 

Heatcon’s website shows a list of components that are included in the hot 

bonder, and then provides why each of the listed components are included in the hot 

bonder.  The list also includes a reference to the ergonomic design of the hot bonder.  

This reference refers to the hot bonder, not the hot bonder’s specific arrangement, as a 

whole, of the user-interface components.  The list shown on Heatcon’s website does not 

include a reference to the specific arrangement, as a whole, of the user-interface 

components for the HCS9200B hot bonder.    

Thus, this Morton-Norwich factor also does not suggest that Heatcon’s mark is 

functional. 
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3.  Alternative Designs Available Are Functionally Equivalent 

A review of the third-party arrangements of user-interface components in the 

record demonstrates that other manufacturers of hot bonders employ a limitless variety 

of arrangements.  Indeed, the Examining Attorney has cited ample evidence of 

alternative arrangements used by other manufacturers, all of which are equally feasible, 

cost comparable alternatives to the specific arrangement of user-interface components 

that Heatcon uses for the HCS9200B hot bonder.  Exhibit 1, pp 1 - 33.  For example:  

1) Wichitech makes a hot bonder whose user interface includes a 
display screen located on the underside of the carrying-case’s lid. 

2) BriskHeat makes a hot bonder whose user interface includes a 
display screen located along the bottom edge of the user interface. 

3) Applied Heat makes a hot bonder whose user interface includes 
power receptacles located on the side of the carry case. 

4) Aeroform France makes a hot bonder whose user interface 
includes thermocouple couplers in a row located along the top edge 
of the user interface.  Aeroform France also makes a hot bonder 
whose user interface includes an analog pressure gauge. 

5) ATACS makes a hot bonder whose user interface includes a ramp 
portion on which is located a display screen, keypad and couplers. 

6) Zimac makes a hot bonder whose user interface includes couplers 
located on the side of the carrying case, and a laptop mounted on a 
ramped top.  

 
 
The fact that other manufacturers of hot bonders use different arrangements of 

user-interface components to configure their respective user interfaces is strong 

evidence that Heatcon’s specific arrangement, as a whole, of user-interface 

components does not give Heatcon any advantage over its competitors. See Zippo 

Mfg., 50 USPQ2d at 1854. 
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Because the availability of numerous alternative configurations strongly supports 

a finding of non-functionality, this factor suggests that Heatcon’s mark is non-functional. 

 

4. Heatcon’s Arrangement Of User-Interface Components Is Not A Result Of A 
“Simple Or Cheap Method Of Manufacturing” And Provides No Utilitarian 
Advantage 

Heatcon has provided statements in Heatcon’s response to the Examining 

Attorney’s First Office Action showing that Heatcon’s specific arrangement of 

user-interface components does not appear to be simpler or less expensive to make 

than other manufacturer’s arrangements.  Because Heatcon does not know how 

expensive or simple the arrangements of user-interface components for hot bonders 

made by other manufacturer’s is, Heatcon can only say that Heatcon’s specific 

arrangement of user-interface components “does not appear to be simpler or less 

expensive”.  In addition to this statement, Heatcon describes in Heatcon’s response to 

the Examining Attorney’s First Office Action how Heatcon assembles the specific 

arrangement of user-interface components.  In the same response, Heatcon also states 

that there are, and provides examples of, equally efficient and/or competitive designs for 

the specific arrangement of the user-interface components (Exhibit 2, pp 1-8).  This 

suggests that Heatcon’s specific arrangement of user-interface components does not 

provide a utilitarian advantage over the arrangement of user-interface components used 

by other manufacturers.   

The Examining Attorney does not explain how either of these statements fails to 

suggest that Heatcon’s specific arrangement of user-interface components is 

non-functional, nor does she cite any evidence that Heatcon’s specific arrangement of 
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user-interface components lowers production costs, or provides a utilitarian advantage 

over other arrangements of user-interface components. 

Accordingly, this factor also suggests that Heatcon’s mark is non-functional. 

 

 

In sum, based on the analysis above, which includes consideration of the 

Morton-Norwich factors, the Examining Attorney has not made out a prima facie 

showing of functionality.  The Examining Attorney’s application of Morton-Norwich’s first 

two factors is not accurate, and each of the four Morton-Norwich’s factors actually 

supports Heatcon’s position.  Moreover, Heatcon’s specific arrangement, as a whole, of 

user-interface components for the HCS9200B hot bonder is not essential to the use or 

purpose of the hot bonder, and there is no evidence that protecting Heatcon’s specific 

arrangement, as a whole, will disadvantage Heatcon’s competitors. 

 

 

 

 

II. The Drawing Of The Mark As Amended In Heatcon’s Response Filed 5 
January 2012 Is Accurate 

 

Heatcon respectfully asserts that the drawing of the mark, as amended in 

Heatcon’s Response filed 5 January 2012, is accurate.  Specifically, the components of 

the user interface currently shown in solid lines should remain in solid lines because 
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each of these components is an element of the specific, three-dimensional 

arrangement, as a whole, of the user-interface components of the HCS9200B 

Composite Repair Set.  Solid lines must be used on the drawing to show the elements 

of the product or container that are claimed as part of the mark; and broken or dotted 

lines must be used to indicate the portion of the product or container that is not claimed 

as part of the mark.  (See 37 C.F.R. §2.52(b)(4) and TMEP §1202.02(c)(i)).  Because 

the mark is the specific, three-dimensional arrangement, as a whole, of the 

user-interface components of the HCS9200B, the whole user interface should be shown 

in solid lines.  And although the mark includes elements that should be shown in broken 

or dotted lines because they are functional, if doing so would result in an unclear 

depiction of the mark, the applicant may use solid lines to show the elements.  (See the 

sixth and seventh full paragraphs of TMEP §1202.02(c)(i)).  If the drawing of the mark, 

as amended in Heatcon’s Response filed 5 January 2012, were amended to show each 

component of the whole user interface in broken or dotted lines, then the drawing of the 

mark would not include any solid lines.  And thus, the specific arrangement, as a whole, 

of the user-interface components of the HCS9200B Composite Repair Set would not be 

clearly depicted in the drawing. 

 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

For all of the foregoing reasons and in view of the evidence of record, Heatcon’s 

specific, three-dimensional arrangement, as a whole, of the user-interface components 
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for the HCS9200B Composite Repair Set is not functional, and should be approved for 

registration on the Principal Register or Supplemental Register.  

DATED this 1st day of June 2015. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
JANEWAY PATENT LAW PLLC 

 
John M. Janeway 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 45,796 
Ste. 506  --  2208 NW Market Street 
Seattle, WA 98107 
(206) 708-7705 
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EXHIBIT 2 

 



ALARMS

OVER TEMP

UNDER TEMP

HIGH LIMIT

OPEN TC

POWER INTERRUPT

VACUUM LEVEL

bonders
blanket s
PACS
Thermocouple
Home
Cont act  us

Tollfree: 1-888-527-2923
Tel: 480-753-0044 Fax: 480-753-0045

LINK-BONDER Single Zone Hot Bonder with Dual
Zone Capabilities

MODEL A-150B-LB-HL
Specifications

SIZE 11" X 13" X 8"

WEIGHT 14 LBS.

POWER 120 VAC 50/60 Hz./240 VAC 50/60 VAC

MAX CURRENT 30 AMPS AT 120 VAC

ENVIVONMENT Operating: 32 F to 120 F Storage: 0 to 160

HUMIDITY 95% Noncondensing

ALARM Adjustable louver type

DISPLAY 4 x 20 character Super twist, back lit

PRINTER High Speed Thermal

TC INPUTS J type, 12 each

CONTROL TC Manual or automatic selection

PROGRAMMING Display prompted. Stores 10 cure profiles

ACCURACY +/- 2 F

RESOLUTION 1 F

TEMP RANGE 32 to 770 F

Two A-150B-LB Bonders can be linked
via a communications cable to create a fully functional
Dual Zone Hot Bonder

PRINTER OUTPUTS

DATE

TIME

ACTIVE TC'S

CONTROL TC

OPERATOR ID

PROFILE NUMBER

PROFILE COMPLETE

WARNING ALERTS

All connections enter on left side of case & exit on right
side.

Applied Heat A-150 Single Zone Specifications http://www.appliedheat.com/150spec.htm

1 of 2 12/28/2011 1:30 PM
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ALARM DATA

BLANKET OPEN

top | bonders | home

Applied Heat A-150 Single Zone Specifications http://www.appliedheat.com/150spec.htm

2 of 2 12/28/2011 1:30 PM
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bonders
blanket s
PACS
t hermocouple
home
cont act  us

Tollfree: 1-888-527-2923
Tel: 480-753-0044 Fax: 480-753-0045

Single Zone Hazardous Location Bonder

A-150B-LB-HL Specifications

SIZE 11" X 13" X 8"

WEIGHT 22 LBS.

POWER 120 VAC 50/60 Hz

MAX CURRENT 30 AMPS AT 120 VAC

ENVIVONMENT Operating: 32 F to 120 F Storage: 0 to 160

HUMIDITY 95% Noncondensing

ALARM Adjustable louver type

DISPLAY 4 x 20 character Super twist, back lit

PRINTER Impact, dot matrix, plain paper

TC INPUTS J type, 12 each

CONTROL TC Manual or automatic selection

PROGRAMMING Display prompted. Stores 10 cure profiles

ACCURACY +/- 2 F

RESOLUTION 1 F

TEMP RANGE 32 to 770 F

Me e ts  Clas s  1, D ivis ion  2  Re quire m e n ts
pe r N ation a l Ele ctrica l Code  for ope ration
in  h azardous  location s .

Applied Heat A-150HL Hazardous Location Specifications http://www.appliedheat.com/150hlspec.htm

1 of 2 12/28/2011 1:32 PM
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ALARMS

OVER TEMP

UNDER TEMP

HIGH LIMIT

OPEN TC

POWER INTERRUPT

VACUUM LEVEL

PRINTER OUTPUTS

DATE

TIME

ACTIVE TC'S

CONTROL TC

OPERATOR ID

PROFILE NUMBER

PROFILE COMPLETE

WARNING ALERTS

ALARM DATA

BLANKET OPEN

top | bonders | home

Applied Heat A-150HL Hazardous Location Specifications http://www.appliedheat.com/150hlspec.htm
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WichiTech Industries, Inc.

1120 North Charles Street,Suite 103, Baltimore, MD 21201

Toll Free: 1.800.776.4277 • Phone:410.244.1966 • Fax:410.244.1968

Email: wichitech@wichitech.com • Web site:www.wichitech.com

HB-1 Composite Repair System

You'll get big performance from the industry's smallest, most powerful and economical hot bonder for curing composite
repairs. This handheld unit performs well from the workbench to the tightest, spots, the highest places.
The HB-1 is a full featured bonder. The HB-1 can be seamlessly networked, enabling the interconnection of multiple HB-1's
to support extra large or very complex repairs.

Compact and durable, the 3.5 pound HB-1 repair system has all of the features of much larger and more expensive units:
four active thermocouple inputs, audible alarm and safety devices and the ease of programming that is a signature of
WichiTech bonders. Set to go with its own standard vacuum line and heating blanket, all it needs is a vacuum source or shop
air with venturi to do the biggest or smallest jobs quickly and efficiently.

  Results 1 - 4 of 4
P/N Description NSN Size
F4HB1000 HB-1 Composite Repair System with 4

Thermocouple Inputs
4920-01-445-4360 3.6" x 4.7" x 9.5"

F4HB1001 HB-1 Composite Repair System with 8
Thermocouple Inputs

N/A 3.6" x 4.7" x 9.5"

F4HB1002 HB-1 Composite Repair System with 10
Thermocouple Inputs

N/A 3.6" x 4.7" x 9.5"

F4HB1003 HB-1 Explosion Proof Composite Repair
System with 4 Thermocouple Inputs

4920-01-445-4519 3.6" x 4.7" x 9.5"

  Results 1 - 4 of 4

12/28/2011 | Page 1 of 1
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WichiTech Industries, Inc.

1120 North Charles Street,Suite 103, Baltimore, MD 21201

Toll Free: 1.800.776.4277 • Phone:410.244.1966 • Fax:410.244.1968

Email: wichitech@wichitech.com • Web site:www.wichitech.com

HB-2 Composite Repair System

The world's hottest hot bonder, the WichiTech HB-2 is a powerful, portable composite repair system that sets industry
standards for ease of operation, safety, reliability and value. This durable system repairs metal, Kevlar, carbon, boron and
fiberglass simply, safely and cost-effectively. HB-2 makes fast, flawless work of large or small repair jobs. The 35 pound
USA-built unit is as simple to program as a microwave with its easy-to-read digital display and menu listed functions.

The custom made HB-2 is individually manufactured to your specifications. Select from a single zone unit up to a dual zone
unit with two independent programmed heating zones, 20 amps each, and two individual adjustable vacuum zones or
anywhere in between.

These twin features permit you to perform two independently-programmed cures simultaneously. Fail-safe protection is
provided by the monitoring of multiple thermocouples, and audible alarms guard against temperature and vacuum conditions
that could ruin the repair. Rugged field proven components shock mounted inside a tough, impact-resistant case mean years
of reliable service from the HB-2 value engineered for first-time, every-time top of the line performance.

  Results 1 - 4 of 4
P/N Description NSN Size
F4HB2005 HB-2 Dual Zone Composite Repair

System
4920-01-445-4529 21" x 14" x 8"

F4HB2007 HB-2 Single Zone Composite Repair
System

N/A 21" x 14" x 8"

F4HB2005E HB-2 Dual Zone Explosion Proof
Composite Repair System

4920-01-553-8724RN 21" x 14" x 8"

F4HB2007E HB-2 Single Zone Explosion Proof
Composite Repair System

4920-01-556-7883RN 21" x 14" x 8"

  Results 1 - 4 of 4

12/28/2011 | Page 1 of 1

In re Heatcon, Inc., No. 85/281,225 - Applicant's Exhibit 2 - Page 8 of 8

mailto:wichitech@wichitech.com
http://www.wichitech.com

